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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ' JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF CHESTERFIELD : CASE NO: 2013CP1300150
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS .
Fritz Allen Timmons vs. State Of South Cardfina ;
= om
CHECK ONE: . Bmx =
. - s m
[ JURY VERDICT. ~This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The 1ssues‘hz:/ '—beemﬂed and a verdict
. rendered. ; i -
o oa
[(] DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court. ‘The 1§"ues Eve been tried or heard and
' a decision rendered. ~f = m w
[J ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON) O Rule 12(b), SCRCP; 5 [ %Gk 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [] Rule 43(1<) SCRCP (Settled); ] Other:
(] ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [J Rule 40(j) SCRCP; [] Bankruptcy:
] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify arbitration award,
[] Other: :
[(] DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
[ Affirmed; l:] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;
[] Other: ) i (; .

Ty ,,é—"

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TR:[Bl@%i, OR:

i~

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAI; o
< ™o . {‘-1
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [:l See attached order; [J Statement of hzig_?nen{ng}{the C)ourt
A 3y ritasl ¢ oF —'3"‘;“5
(YWY = : el o ¢ felaw €. e A T, R
f?lﬁ",wx Cb.gm«-s L 4 N?ﬂt 2 ’, f %fg f»m L F
'TW"‘“ H fa a Y "{: ’f‘> ~ la /’,/g‘ L;.. L de [P é’wﬁ\ [ faerd V. _ -< i 2:
LB 5
Dated at Chesterfield, South Carolina, this 7th day of May, 2013. L

Court Reporter: PAMELA CARTEE Mkﬁ\{
' PRESIDING DGE -J MII’,?HAEL BAXLEY

This judgment was entered on the 8th day of May, 2013, and a copy malled first class this Sth day of May, 2013, to.
attorneys of record or to parties (when appearing pro se) as foliows:

Fritz Allen Timmons Po Bx 367 Hartsville, SC Adam M. Foard 120 N. Pearl St. Page\and sC

29550 29728
ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) é TORNEY(QJ‘ ) EOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

.
" . CPFORM4M ' o T AT
. e -
SCCA SCRCP Form 4 Revised 06/2008 : e =
. ' T
e 1 e

—



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA‘ ) IN THE MAGISTRATE COURT
, )
COUNTY OF CHESTERFIELD )
)
State of South Carolina )
)
)

Vs. ) ORDER

)
Fritz Timmons )
Defendant. )
)

During criminal proceeding in the summary court March 5, 2013, the State of South Carolina
represented by Chesterfield County Animal Control Jim McGonigal and Chesterfield County Deputy Jay
Lewis and defendant and Fritz Timmons were present.

A search wérrz;lnt was executed on the property at 1827 Tabernacle Church Road in the McBee ’
area of Chesterfield County based on an anonymous tip of poor conditions for more than 30 canines on
property and several of those dogs is varying degrees of poor health in plain view of officers.

County animal control and deputies testified the conditions of the property were not suitable
conditions for the numerous animals on the property. Officers testified there was half a'bag of dog food
on the property, puppies being housed inside a partially dilapidated mobile home with feces covering
interior flooring and at least two canine carcasses believed to be a food source for remaining dogs.

The defendant testified he has purchased 100 pounds of food for the animals the day of but prior
to the search warrant being executed. He testified the feces-covered floor inside the mobile home on the
property was in the process of being cleaned and puppies inside were being housed their until they could
be released outside in spring. '

IT IS ORDERED under Chesterfield County Ordinance 11-12-14 Section 10(B) that all animals
at 1827 Tabernacle Church Road shall be taken into custody of Chesterfield County until the duration of a
criminal case against him. : TR

March 5, 2013 |
Chesterfield S.C. T

RETL Sy

\ >
K‘I@J@fﬁl A Davis

Magistrate, Chesterfield County
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"FRIIZ ALLEN TIMMONS VERSUS THE STATE -5
- weil, let me look a little further.

MR. FOARD: * Your Honof, the e;mail he is
referencing is on the second page of the magistrate's
return in the third paragraph. It is referenced
there. |

THE COURT: All right. Now, let me just make
sure, this was not in part a civil case, this was
Criminal only, am I correct?

MR. FOARD: Your Honor, yes it was. It was a
combination of violations of the State law and county
ordinance.

THE COURT: Very good. And you say the emails
are on what page?

MR. FOARD: The first couple of pages of the
return are the inVentory and signature of the
magistrate. 1In the actual return itself, it is on
the second page, third paragraph. I will hand that
up to the Court if it would be quicker. |

THE COURT: It would help me if you would

please.
MR. FOARD: Yes, Your Honor.
THE COURT: I see the e-mail.
MR. FOARD: The e-mail is not actually

contained in the return that is actually the only
refereﬁce to the e-mail.

- THE COURT: All right, very good. Thank you.
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I have that document. Let's do this. I don't have
that e-mail in my possession to give to you. But, -
rather than getting hung up on that procedural
issue right off the bat, let me hear from you on the
basis of your appeal, and then we will make a decision
about evidence, and about law. Go ahead, sir; Tell
me what you believe happened below that would éntitle
you to have this decision set aside. |
MR. TIMMONS: -Well, first of all my driveway
is a tenth of a milé long of which you cannot see
nothing in my yard. Therefore, any possible evidence
that could have been seen would have been conducted
under the constitutional intrusion, or by somebody
trespassing. Or, possibly completely tort in nature,
which animal resources using that as a probable
cause to -—- for their search warrant. And then the
affidavit also does not support the search warrant.
THE COURT: Pull the microphone closer to you-

N :
so we can. all hear. Thank you.

MR} TIMMONS : All right. Can you hear me
now?

THE COURT: A little bit better.

MR. TIMMONS: All right.

THE COURT: Okay. So, if you raise the issue

of trespass as you say, go ahead.

MR. TIMMONS: Well, that would be considered
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& RITZ ALLEN TIMMDNé VERSUS THE STATE
as constitutional intrusion for the probable cause
that they are using. Second of all, the affidavit
that they used does not support their search warrant.
And, the tickets that were wrote was not filled out
and stuff at the time of the search.

THE COURT: All right, sir. 1Is theré anything
else?

MR. TIMMONS: So they basically used --—-
violated several violations of code, §17-13-141
several times in conducting the search and seizure,
which led to my-‘reluctant releaée of custody of my

dog under unconstitutional conditions. -

THE COURT: All right, sir. 1Is there anything
else? ’

MR. TIMMONS: I believe the supposed e-mail
was made up after the search warrant. Because, the

order that was given by the magistrate's ¢ourt that
states,‘anonymous tip of poor conditions for more
than thirty canines of which only fifteen of the
canines were outside. All the others were inside,
and since I am the sole person that has been in my
house in the past four years, the only way that

anyone would have known of any other dogs would

have been after being inside my house, which the

'Aonly ones that,would have would have been animal

services.
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THE COURT: Yes sir. So, the only issue that
you raise is constitutio;al, that there was not
sufficient probable cause.

MR. TIMMONS: That, and the affidavit does not
support a seaﬁch warrant.

THE COURTQ So, you have no response then to
this very damning evidence which is in this file, of
pictures of dog carcasses, and unfed dogs, and
severely non-hygienic conditions. You have no
re;ponse to the evidence against you?

MR. TIMMONS: Now, the evidence for the no
food and no water, that is a false statement made by
animal control and the sheriff's department, in which
the pictures themselves shows where there is food and
water. (

THE COURT: All right. Let's hear from the
State as to what your position is. ;

MR. FOARD: Thank you, Your Honor. I would
like to just first point out that we are in
possession of the notice of civil appeal filed by Mr.
Timmons on March 25, 2013.

However, we are not in possession of any motion
here today outlining exactly what relief he is
seeking in this matter, Your Honor, other than just

the general notice of appeal questioning the judgment

of the magistrate. But that being'a side, Your Honor,




Page 10 of the Court Transcript confirming existence of E-mail and Appellants address as
property to be seized on Affidavit has been removed to comply with Court Order of July
7, 2014 of which did not considered or permit the amendment of the Designation of
Matter for clerical error. Record page has been kept to prevent unnecessary burden of
correcting citations in Appellant’s Final Brief served on February 13, 2014

Sims v. Aherns, 271 SW 720 (1925) B. Platsky v. CIA, 953 F.2d 25, 26 28 (2nd Cir.
1991), "Court errs if court dismisses pro se litigant without instruction of how pleadings
are deficient and how to repair pleadings."

Rabin v. Dep't of State, No. 95-4310, 1997 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15718 - “The court noted
that pro se plaintiffs should be afforded "special solicitude."

Sherar v. Cullen, 481 F. 2d 946 (1973) - "There can be no sanction or penalty imposed
upon one because of his exercise of Constitutional Rights."

Picking v. Pennsylvania Railway, 151 F.2d. 240 - Third Circuit Court of Appeals

The plaintiff's civil rights pleading was 150 pages and described by a federal judge as
"inept". Nevertheless, it was held "Where a plaintiff pleads pro se in a suit for protection
of civil rights, the Court should endeavor to construe Plaintiff's Pleadings without regard
to technicalities."

Jenkins v. McKeithen, 395 U.S. 411, 421 (1959); Picking v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 151
Fed 2nd 240; Pucket v. Cox, 456 2nd 233 - Pro se pleadings are to be considered without
regard to technicality; pro se litigants' pleadings are not to be held to the same hlgh
standards of perfection as lawyers.

Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. LaVoie, 475 U.S. 813 (1986) Bias or prejudice of an appellate
judge can also deprive a litigant of due process.

Tumey v. Ohio 48 - 273 U.S. 510 (1927) Bias or prejudice either inherent in the structure
of the trial system or as imposed by external events will deny one's right to a fair trial.
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FRITZ ALLEN TIMMONS VERSUS THE STATE 11
therefore, it does not support the search warrant.
Second of all, as to canines that were found, I
informed the magistrate that they was dug up, since
they died in 2012. They was either dug up by my own
dogs or by wildlife, and drug into the yard. And that
—-- let's see. Also, the search warrant has duality
to it. So, it not known if they were going for
abandoned animals ér neglected animals.

THE COURT: And just to make sure that I
understand, Mr. Timmons, you've received these
guilty verdicts and a fine, but you were not given

any active jail time; am I correct?

MR. TIMMONS: Correct.

THE COURT: - All right, sir. Just one moment
please.

(PAUSE) .

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Timmons, this is

the decision of the Court, sir. I am going to
respectively deny your appeal and dismissed it for
the following reasons;

First. I find that it is in artfully plead.
It is on a civil appeal form. It is not a criminal
appeal. This of course is a criminal case from below.
The exceptions to the judgment are not appropriately
stated.

But, based on what I have in your arguments today,
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you have raised an issue of probable cause.

I find that there was sufficient probable cause.
here. And that I have not been presented either
facts or law today which would require this Court to
reverse the decision below.

I would simply say to you though, sir,
respectively, that you are fortunate that you were
fiot sent to active prison time as a result of thé-
evidence that is here in this file. And, a betfer
result here would be simply to pay the fine and
proceed forward, and avoid this type of situation:
for any animals in the future.

And that is the decision of the Court. Good
luck to you, and you may leave.

This appeal is dismissed.

MR. FOARD: Do you want me to do a form order?

THE COURT: Yes, I have written on the forh
that the appeél is dismiss an appropriately plead,
and without merit. Have a good day.

Thank you.

(Whereupon, this hearing was concluded

at 11:43 a.m. on Wednesday, May 8, 2013.)

12




Page from the Return of the Criminal Appeal that confirms the Perjury of Daniel Bowe
~ has been removed to comply with Court Order of July 7, 2014 of which did not
considered or permit the amendment of the Designation of Matter for clerical error.
Record page has been kept to prevent unnecessary burden of correcting citations in
Appellant’s Final Brief served on February 13, 2014

Sims v. Aherns, 271 SW 720 (1925) B. Platsky v. CIA, 953 F.2d 25, 26 28 (2nd Cir.
1991), "Court errs if court dismisses pro se litigant without instruction of how pleadings
are deficient and how to repair pleadings."

Rabin v. Dep't of State, No. 95-4310, 1997 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15718 - “The court noted
that pro se plaintiffs should be afforded "special solicitude." ‘
Sherar v. Cullen, 481 F. 2d 946 (1973) - "There can be no sanction or penalty imposed
upon one because of his exercise of Constitutional Rights."

Picking v. Pennsylvania Railway, 151 F.2d. 240 - Third Circuit Court of Appeals

The plaintiff's civil rights pleading was 150 pages and described by a federal judge as
"inept". Nevertheless, it was held "Where a plaintiff pleads pro se in a suit for protection
of civil rights, the Court should endeavor to construe Plaintiff's Pleadings without regard
to technicalities."”

Jenkins v. McKeithen, 395 U.S. 411, 421 (1959); Picking v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 151
Fed 2nd 240; Pucket v. Cox, 456 2nd 233 - Pro se pleadings are to be considered without
regard to technicality; pro se litigants' pleadings are not to be held to the same high
standards of perfection as lawyers

Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. LaVoie, 475 U.S. 813 (1986) Bias or prejudice of an appellate
judge can also deprive a litigant of due process.

Tumey v. Ohio 48 - 273 U.S. 510 (1927) Bias or prejudice either inherent in the structure
of the trial system or as imposed by external events will deny one's right to a fair trial.
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STREET - j~ .77 cry [T STATE i
e / ':"\_ P 7 Y A > :
- t
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER |oL NyMBE!z s . DL STATE '
G D Lo~ w7 L}
YOU ARE SUMMONED TO APPEAR BEFORE A COUNTY MAGISTRATE AT .
THE FOLLOWING LOCATION: - R .
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, UNIFORM ORDINANCE SUMMONS
v/ } ) COUNTY OF CHESTERFIELD

14
74 . VERSUS . .
LAST NAME " FIRST NAME ~MIDDLE NAME
N o R v R L ,r" EERPN
STREET Ty, - oTY S STA\IE

[

SOCIA%\SECURITY NUMBER DL NUMBER
\

=

DL STATE
S

.THE FOLLOWING LOCATION

YOU ARE SUMMONED TO APPEAR BEFORE A COUNTY MAGISTRATE AT

o
Lo x_?;‘m
RACE  [SEX . |DOB AT 7 [ WT HAIR  [EYE -
e LVARSTEN BRI AN L
rd
DATE OF TRIAL TIME OF TRIAL
. ’ S ; . AM
' ON iy AT / o<
\/ /L YA o -

FOR TRIAL/ FOR VIOLATION OF COUNTY ORDINANCE:

Ordinance Section }\lo

2

Date lssued . BondJAmount

“HIs oy $ s O
Description of. Ordmance - i © goS
. PR [;_- < Fin e fevl U . Do et
3 Date)of Violation > Time of Violation AM Plaoe uf onlanonv
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OFc xSt smiesT N
Personally appeared before me, one MY W%& (ﬁ%&g ,

who, being duly sworn, says that there is probable cause to believe that certain property subject to seizure under provisions-
of Section 17-13-140, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, is located on the following premises in this County: ;

AFFIDAVIT

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SOUGHT ' ' . 1

(S7 TRESRAMO S CRSROEN D (rERE

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON, PLACE OR THING)
TO BE SEARCHED

_CeopamT | b DO LING

REASON FOR AFFIANT;S BELIEF THAT THE
PROPERTY SOUGHT IS ON THE SUBJECT PREMISES

P G PR TR ¥ 5 1\ |
IR ~u“«“«;: i}

..wvﬂég- R \;‘ w_&‘,wgy

.“a P ‘Ii

Sworn to and Subscribed before me

thi%‘%ﬁ:y of;mélﬁﬁ_“, ® 201> ' . §
, f ' (L.S) .

W 2 Signature of Judge

| | Affiant
 Address SCETTAN &,
eSS N

32 Phone (¢ ANEZMAOH 1




Y . Form Approved by
| : - SEARCH WARRANT . s< Secson v

March 15, 1973

It Exppeaﬁng from the attached affj
under provisions of Section 17-13-140, 1

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES (PERSON PLACE OR THING)

TO BE SEARCHED

(Zas WW

Now, therefore, you are hereby authorized to search the subject premises for the property described below, and to seize
such property if found:

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

L Y S

= ~O >
T —= n 7\:\,_.
£ rahs 3 4 = FIREY
£ i il :,;-«(."'»‘?"‘r,- "31‘{63& X}
N X g Ly - L =
; o T 7T LI e
350 B b Sm= =
Y 2 ot SN R S g

- = it : - : V
Lt oF casar CP. &GS ’ e

CHESTEREF Ry LONTY ¢p

person in charge of the premises searched at the time of such
search if practicable, and, if not, to such person.as_soon the i

in charge'is fiot krigwn or if such

Choser L)

(.- MM\&

(L.S))




RETURN

"S’\S“/( g ) ,’Q OI3 , and have executed it as follows:
On (g - S'( g ,'Q O,} at [ C/L’ l“{ o’clock [ M, I searched

(the person) described in the warrant and (the premises)

I received the attached Search Warrant

I left a copy of the warrant with F“ . ;NZ / BANARISS
Name of person searched or ‘“‘at the place of search’’ with.
Together with a receipt for the items seized.

The following is an inventory of property taken pursuant to the warrant: =R W&QS
TSRS TN A - s =]

7 _;z‘jF - ) 'A ~— ") -~ === b »
( S \} ‘ @ R"‘ | ‘ — \ 3 \‘m_‘flh—\“‘—\

m&%@b

<o
—
jans & §
=
P e . ey y ™D
A True Copy, Altest >
v AV I & B R A
fo, . U404 ] -
57 B - R N
?’:’}{Jfl:'p:}‘h- L}_ %Aﬁ&»%d% -3
e
CLEBK GF COURT CP. & 4.8, - L
AbimoTe iy B AAUNMTY E A .
LY I VW S M Ly Iy Py oY e~ e v e o
(S

This inventory was made in the presence of
‘AND

I swear that this Inventory is a true and detailed account of all the property taken by me on the warrant.

<
SWORN to before me this Sﬁ}

day of Mﬁfch i , 2013

: u’!f\-‘!‘;‘?_:i..i

s ' wsy] :
k—/{/ é/Signature of Judge . :
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Chesterfisid County Animal Serviceg
457 Goodale Rd
Chesterfield, SC 29709
843-623-35885
To: Officer Jay Lewxs

Chesterfield County beeriﬁ's Dapt.

Daogs ren;noved from 1827 Tabernacle ChurchRd McBee, SC  owner Fritz Timmons
: All dogs removed wers Dachshund in breed
Front Kennel- Maleé MH red 1 partial blue eye, Male SH red/tan
Back ksnne!is- 1. Female rad merls pdss. Preg, - Male red, Male Red/white mgdq; ‘Fernale reg
2. Malered, Femalered  both emaciated |

3. Msle LH ted/tan

4. MalaLH red
Running Loose Female Black/tan/white MH, Male rad LH, Famale red LH, Male black/tan L, Female blEckftan Li{,
Inside- In crate- Femde Red mother 6 pups under 2 wks
 Big bathrm- ﬁamale red/tan/white, Male Bik/tan, Female red, Female Red merle, Female Tan w/bjack

Sm. Bathrm- Male White/ Black, Femals Red/ten, Femals Black me:jlehén, Female Black merle/tan

Total dogs removed fz;om property: 31 - CP\

Danielte N. Bowe, Director

o1 \ . j - 35 31172013 6:07 AM
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Chesterfield County Animal Services
467 Goodale Rd
Chesterfield, SC 29709

843-623-3585

To: Officer Jay Lewis

Chesterfield County Sheriff's Dept.

Dogs removed from 1827 Tabernacle Church Rd McBee, SC owner Fritz Timmons

All dogs removed were Dachshund in breed

Front Kennel- Male MH red 1 partial blue eye, Male SH red/tan

Back Kennels- 1. Fernale red merle poss. Preg, Male red, Male Red/white merle, Female red

2. Malered, Femalered both emaciated
3. Male LH red/tan

4. Male LH red

Running Loose Female Black/tan/white MH, Male red LH, Female red LH, Male black/tan LH, Female black/tan LH
Inside- In crate- Female Red mother 6 pups under 2 wks

Big bathrm- Female red/tan/white, Male Blk/tan, Female red, Female Red merle, Female Tan w/black

Sm. Bathrm- Male White/ Black, Female Red/tan, Female Black merle/tan, Female Black merle/tan

~O
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Total dogs removed from property: 31 e e L fc\o)
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Danielle N. Bowe, Director *




MAR-13-2813 11:53-From:HART. ANIMAL -To:18436233540 Paoe:e/2
- e |
Hartsvilld Animal Hospital @ |
914 West Carolina Avefue ?
Hartsville, SC 29550 i
1383-4555 ,
A partia] carcass and skull were presented onj3/11/13 from Chestgrfield county Animal Services for species

identification. Both specimens were severg]
skulls. The partial carcass consisted of a
pelvis. Much of the ribs and front limbs
Neither the lone sknll nor the pastial animal ¢
would normally be present if the animal had ¢

y,
/
A. L. McCaskill Il DVM

absent. The second
orpse had sand or di|
sver been buried.
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decayed. Both werg canines based on dentition and structure of
e skull, decayed hifle which appeared to have been black, and a

specimen was a canine skull by itself.
t in the teéth or other small crevices that

e -
RN, P
o (‘i\#‘: A3
R P e 3
Iy e ]
s v~
g ® 2
o & R
mH oy,
- YalaAg A
mE SR
D5 oy -t
) :..g g: Pt 3
T
&y ..2 ot Agtd
g,: o {__’!\.\“ 3

= ::::\ -
> g

A A =
o w g b
2]

-

20 h Ud 82 Wy fp




- Hartsville Animal Hospi

914 West

Hartsville, SC 29550
843-383-4555

An adult intact female dachshund named Julie presented on 03/05/1]
Services for a complete physical exam and weflness check out. The Canine was bright, alert, and responsive

upon presentation,

Physical Exam: The initial exam revealed an

score being 5/9. The weight at presentation wds 91bs. An estimated

Eyes were normal. Ears were normal. Oral e

revealed no significant findings. Abdominal p
foul odor and was obviously not accustomed tc

erythematous greasy skin on ventrum.
Lab Tests: Occult heart worm test — negative

Fecal flotation test — positive for h¢okworms
Treatments: No treatments were performed atjthis time but, but Juli

skin infection.

Carolina Aven

gnimal that was given

pation revealed no s

)}am revealed moderate
being handled. Thin

38
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8 from Chesterfield county Animal

2 body condition score of 2/9 with an ideal
deal weight for this animal was 151bs.
tarter build up. Thoracic auscultation
ificant findings. The animal had véry
hair over dorsum and tail with 4

bt should be treated for hookworms and
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Hartsville Animal Hospi
914 West Carolina Avenu
Hartsville, SC 29550

843-383-4555
An adult intact male dachshund named Hansal

for a complete physical exam and wellness chekk out. The Canine w

presentation.

Physical Exam: The initial exam revealed an 2 nimal that was given
score being 5/9. The weight at presentation was 121bs. An estimated

revealed slight tart

‘Eyes were normal. Ears were normal. Oral ex
Thoracic auscultation revealed no significant fj
The animal had very foul odor and was obviou
and around tail head with thin greasy skin.
Lab Tests: Occult heart worm test — negative

Fecal flotation test — negative
Treatments: No treatments were performed at

39

51y not accustomed to

this time, but Hansal $hould be treated for a skin infection.

Y
H
s ¥

i’;s,
BETCERR

Mg
&7
[

PRt

A ey
YA

5
SF

iz
SH
¥ od

20 h Wd 82 U W

s3

presented on 03/05/13 from Chesterfield county Animal Services
As bright, alert, and responsive upon

 body condition score of 4/9 with an ideal
ideal weight for this animal was 131bs.

er build up and a severe overbite. '
dings. Abdominal p3lpation revealed no significant findings.

peing handled. Thin to no hair along tail



Hartsville

914 West Carolina Avenuq

Hartsvi
843-3

An adult intact female dachshund named Hann|
Services for a complete physical exam and wel]
upon presentation.

Physical Exam: The initial exam revealed an
" score being 5/9. The weight at presentation w
Eyes were normal. Ears were normal. Oral ex:
- canines were broken, and all lower incisors and
significant findings. Abdominal palpation reve
Lab Tests: Occult heart worm test — negative

Fecal flotation test — positive for hg
Treatments: No treatments were performed, b

imal Hospiltél jLI

¥

e, SC 29550

83-4555

t presented on 03/05/13 from Chesterfield county Animal
ness check out. The Canine was bright, alert, and responsive

imal that was given q body condition score of 5/9 with an ideal
171bs. An estimated ideal weight for this animal was 171bs.
im revealed multiple missing and broken teeth. Both upper
lower canines were missing. Thoracic auscultation revealed no
aled no significant ﬁn*iings.

okworms
it Hanna should be trdated for hookworm infection.
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Hartsville
914 West

Hartsvi

843-383-4555
An adult intact female dachshund named Ethe presented on 03/05/1
Services for a complete physical exam and wellness check out. Ther

in this patient. The Canine was bright, alert,

Physical Exam: The initial exam revealed an nimal that was given

score being 5/9. The weight at presentation w
Eyes were normal. Ears were normal. Oral ex]
no significant findings. Abdominal palpation 1
the animals back was not.painful on palpation.
accustomed to baing handlod.
Lab Tests: Occult heart worm test — negative

Fecal flotation test —negative
Treatments: N/A

Animal Hosp
Carolina Aven
le, SC 29550

55

b from Chesterfield county Animal
P is some history of vertebral disk disease

d responsive upon prdsentation.

s 91bs. An estimated

evealed no significant
The animal had very
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am revealed a severe d

2 body condition score of 4/9 with an ideal _
deal weight for this animal was 11]bs,

ver bite. Thoracic auscultation revealed
findings. Proprioception was normal and
foul odor and was obviously not
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Hartsville Animal Hospital

914 West Carolina Avenu
Hartsville, SC 29550
843-383-4555

An adult intact male dachshund named Romeo presented on 03/05/13

Services for a complete physical exam and wellness check out. The (
upon presentation.

Physical Exam: The initial exam revealed an nimal that was given
score being 5/9. The weight at presentation wds 8lbs. An estimated |
Eyes were normal. Ears were normal. Oral exhm revealed moderate
membranes. Thoracic auscultation revealed nd significant findings.
significant findings. The animal had very foul jodor and was obvious
Lab Tests: Occult heart worm test — negative
Fecal flotation test — negative

5

L

from Chesterfield county Animal
Canine was bright, alert, and responsive

1 body condition score of 2/9 with an ideal
deal weight for this animal was 151bs,
tarter build up and pale mucus
Abdominal palpation revealed no

y not accustomed to being handled.

Treatments: No treatments were performed at|this time, but further Jﬂiaguostics should be performed if

Romeo’s color does not improve with normal feeding,

42
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Defendant’s Exhibit number 2 (bowl of water continuation of Defendant’s Exhibit
number 1) has been removed to comply with Court Order of July 7, 2014 of which did
not considered or permit the amendment of the Designation of Matter for clerical error.
Record page has been kept to prevent unnecessary burden of correcting citations in
Appellant’s Final Brief served on February 13, 2014

Sims v. Aherns, 271 SW 720 (1925) B. Platsky v. CIA, 953 F.2d 25, 26 28 (2nd Cir.
1991), "Court errs if court dismisses pro se litigant without instruction of how pleadings
are deficient and how to repair pleadings."

Rabin v. Dep't of State, No. 95-4310, 1997 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15718 - “The court noted
that pro se plaintiffs should be afforded "special solicitude."

Sherar v. Cullen, 481 F. 2d 946 (1973) - "There can be no sanction or penalty imposed
upon one because of his exercise of Constitutional Rights."

Picking v. Pennsylvania Railway, 151 F.2d. 240 - Third Circuit Court of Appeals

The plaintiff's civil rights pleading was 150 pages and described by a federal judge as
"inept". Nevertheless, it was held "Where a plaintiff pleads pro se in a suit for protection
of civil rights, the Court should endeavor to construe Plaintiff's Pleadings without regard
to technicalities."” :

Jenkins v. McKeithen, 395 U.S. 411, 421 (1959); Picking v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 151
Fed 2nd 240; Pucket v. Cox, 456 2nd 233 - Pro se pleadings are to be considered without
regard to technicality; pro se litigants' pleadings are not to be held to the same high
standards of perfection as lawyers

Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. LaVoie, 475 U.S. 813 (1986) Bias or prejudice of an appellate
judge can also deprive a litigant of due process.

Tumey v. Ohio 48 - 273 U.S. 510 (1927) Bias or prejudice either inherent in the structure
of the trial system or as imposed by external events will deny one's right to a fair trial.

47
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHESTERFIELD COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

J. Michael Baxley, Circuit Court Judge

Case No.2013-001415

The State Respondent,
V.
Fritz Allen Timmons . Appellant.
CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

The undersigned hereby certifies that the Record on Appeal [AMENDED]
contains all material proposed to be included by any of the parties and not any other
material. Original pages 7, 10 and 47 (kept to prevent additional burden of Amending
Appellants Final Brief for citations Due to Final Brief has been Served on February 7,
2014) has been remove due to Clerical Error on Appellant’s Designation of Matter and
not permitted to be corrected by Court Order of July 7, 2014. Pages 43, 44, 45, 46 are
photos of Defendant’s evidence 1 (page 55 original) drawn to size and complies to Rule
1003 SCRE, and Rule 210(f), SCACR) and applies to this Court by Rule 1101(a), SCRE.
Pages 49 - 55 has been added to comply to Court Order of July 7, 2014 ( B.Platsky v.
CIA, 953 F.2d 25, 26 28 (2nd Cir. 1991), "Court errs if court dismisses pro se litigant
without instruction of how pleadings are deficient and how to repair pleadings.").

Original February 7, 2014
Amended August 8, 2014
f _
/%f M
Fritz A. Timmons, Pro Se

P. O. Box 367
Hartsville, SC 29551

RE CE]VED
56 AUG 1 3 2014
SC Court of Appeals
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THE STATE 3F SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

: APPEAL FROM CHESTERFIELD COUNTY
| F, F F !VEB Court of Common Pleas

, J. Michael Baxley, Circuit Court Judge
S CourL of APpealS
Case No0.2013-001415
The State Respondent,
V.
Fritz Allen Timmons Apbe!lant.
PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Record on Appeal [AMENDED] on the State by depositing
a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on August 11, 2014, addressed to
its attorney of record-that has submitted an initial brief, Salley W. Elliott, Senior Assistant
Deputy Attorney General, P. O. Box 11549, Columbia, SC 29211.

August 11,2014

L

Fritz ons, Pro Se
P. O. Box 367
Hartsville, SC 29551

ECEIVE]}

AUG 1 3 2014
SC Court of Appeals



